Palpacuer and colleagues pointed out that Nalmefene for reducing alcohol consumption in alcohol‐dependent patients was authorized in Europe based only on subgroup analyses of ESENSE 1, 2 and SENSE studies.[1](#pcn12971-bib-0001){ref-type="ref"} We agree with this concern and are glad that we were able to demonstrate the efficacy of Nalmefene in reducing alcohol consumption in alcohol‐dependent patients with a high or very high drinking risk level (DRL) *via* a prospective randomized controlled trial. As such, this is the first study to validate the efficacy of Nalmefene without the use of a post‐hoc analysis.

On the other hand, we can understand some of the concerns that Palpacuer and colleagues raised in their letter.

First, we fully understand the issue of attrition bias[2](#pcn12971-bib-0002){ref-type="ref"} and had mentioned this as a limitation in our paper.[3](#pcn12971-bib-0003){ref-type="ref"} We also performed two kinds of imputation analyses and it was shown that heavy drinking day (HDD) and total alcohol consumption (TAC), the main analyses, were robust with sensitivity analysis complementing missing data.[3](#pcn12971-bib-0003){ref-type="ref"}

The other point raised was the study period of 12 and 24 weeks. It should be noted that 12 or 24 weeks have generally been adopted as the evaluation period for alcohol dependence treatments in clinical trials[4](#pcn12971-bib-0004){ref-type="ref"}, [5](#pcn12971-bib-0005){ref-type="ref"}, [6](#pcn12971-bib-0006){ref-type="ref"}; however, we agree that 6 months is too short to evaluate efficacy for harm reduction.

In terms of the point on harm reduction, we value outcome measures including mortality or quality of life, and consider accident, injuries, and somatic alcohol‐related complications as crucial endpoints, which should be included in "harm reduction" with reducing alcohol intake.[7](#pcn12971-bib-0007){ref-type="ref"}

Quality of Life was evaluated in our study, and a significant difference was found between placebo and Nalmefene groups at 12 weeks for the Alcohol Quality of Life Scale (AQOLs) evaluation.[3](#pcn12971-bib-0003){ref-type="ref"} However, as Palpacuer and colleagues pointed out, no significant differences were found between placebo and Nalmefene groups at 24 weeks for AQOLs, SF‐36 and EQ‐5D evaluations.[3](#pcn12971-bib-0003){ref-type="ref"} As neither the number of patients nor the study plan had been designed for QOL evaluation in this study, another clinical study to evaluate crucial endpoints with appropriately designed population and study period is warranted.

Palpacuer and colleagues also mentioned that the clinical significance of a statistically significant difference on a surrogate outcome should be critically appraised. As discussed earlier, the goal for harm reduction should include many aspects, although we consider HDD and TAC as reliable endpoints to evaluate treatments for short‐term reduction in alcohol consumption. HDD counts the number of days with heavy drinking and TAC records how much alcohol is consumed by patients. These markers are surrogate for harm reduction, however, both of them directly measure alcohol consumption. Both HDD and TAC are recommended as primary endpoints of treatment for reducing alcohol consumption by the European Medicines Agency (EMA) guideline because "HDD are associated with specific risks such as acute cardiovascular outcomes or accidents".[8](#pcn12971-bib-0008){ref-type="ref"} It has also been reported that high volumes of drinking per occasion predicted negative social consequences independently of overall drinking volume.[9](#pcn12971-bib-0009){ref-type="ref"} In addition, it was suggested that "Any reduction in WHO risk drinking level during treatment was associated with significantly fewer alcohol‐related consequences and improved mental health at the end of treatment and for up to 1 year post‐treatment."[10](#pcn12971-bib-0010){ref-type="ref"} These results suggest that HDD is a reliable marker that affects events of relatively short period. However, as we agree that both measures evaluate short‐term efficacy, long‐term or real‐world based studies need to include other markers to evaluate clinical significance of the treatment as discussed earlier.

We recognize the importance of long‐term psychosocial interventions by trained professionals, but in addition to them, it should be beneficial for patients to have multiple treatment choices, especially when they can use some interventions in combination.
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